
Note: All bold-faced words in the text are defined in the glossary at the end of this fact sheet. Cited refer -
ences and additional references are located at the end of this fact sheet. Cited references include the 
page number from the reference, as appropriate. 

Purpose and Scope 
Thi$act sheet focuses on those groundwater response actions where the decision has been or may 
be made to restore all or part of the aquifer that are undertaken using cleanup authority under the 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA), as amended. 
Portions of this guidance may also be useful to groundwater remedial actions that do not have restoration 
as an objective. For purposes of this guidance, "restoration remedies" are remedial actions with the objec­
tive of returning all or part of groundwater aquifer to cleanup levels specified in the Record of Decision 
(ROD) and "restoration" refers to the reduction of contaminant concentrations to cleanup levels that are 
selected as part of a response action under Superfund. 

The factheet addresses all types of site leads-fund-lead, potentially responsible party (PRP)-lead, and 
federal facility lead. 

Thi$act sheet addresses groundwater restoration remedies which may include pump-and-treat systems, 
in situ treatment systems, monitored natural attenuation (MNA) or a combination of one or more 
of these and other remedies. As part of an overall site remediation strategy, groundwater remedies may 
also be selected in conjunction with in situ source remedies. It is important to note that source control 
measures and plume containment activities are oftencritical to the success of aquifer restoration efforts. 
Although not the focus of this document, these remedy components are generally discussed when evaluat­
ing restoration remedies' progress towards their goals. 

In addition, institutional controls (I Cs), vapor intrusion mitigation measures, alternative water supply, 
well-head treatment, and Technical Impracticability (Tl) ARAR waivers can all be part of a comprehensive 
groundwater remedy. Thesieomponents are generally monitored and evaluated throughout the ground -
water restoration process; however, these activities are not the focus in this document. 

More than half of the RODs through 2008 contain groundwater remedies, many of which are still being 
implemented (Ref. 1 ). Thi$act sheet is intended as a quick reference guide for remedial project managers 
(RPM) and other site managers of fi nalgroundwater restoration remedies for all or part of the contami­
nated plume, and discusses some of the key steps in the groundwater restoration process from remedial 
investigation to completion. It describes a recommended process (see Figure 1), consistent with the 
National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan (NCP), that can be used for ground­
water restoration remedies. 

Thislocument does not provide new guidance, but compiles key relevant highlights of previous Superfund 
law, regulation, policy, and guidance regarding the overall groundwater restoration process; some portions 
of existing guidance are directly quoted for purposes of easier reference. Thi~ecommended road map 
summarizes the steps and decisions related to: 
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bl selecting a groundwater restoration remedy; 
bl designing, constructing, and initiating the remedy; 
bl operating, monitoring, evaluating, and optimizing the remedy; 
bl modifying the remedy, as appropriate; and 
bl documenting completion of the site response actions. 

Thi$act sheet may be useful at Superfund sites where remedial systems (1) wi II be selected, designed 
and operated, or (2) are currently operating as the finalremedy to restore all or part of the contaminated 
groundwater to its beneficial use. 

The flo"Mart in Figure 1 shows a recommended road map of the groundwater evaluation and remedia -
tion process. Each section in the document includes a snapshot of this figurehighlighting the portion 
of the process being discussed. Each step in the process is color-coded. The shap®f each step indicates 
whether the step includes activities (rectangle) or factors to consider (diamond). Start and endpoints are 
indicated by ovals. It should be noted that the steps discussed in this guidance do not represent a compre­
hensive set of steps or factors to consider when reviewing remedy implementation. 

Additional policy and guidance documents in the references section of this fact sheet can be consulted as 
a source for additional information about each step in the process. Key portions of existing guidance are 
quoted in this fact sheet for the convenience of the reader. 

Background 
Under CERCLA 121(d)(2)(A), groundwater response actions are governed in part by the following 
mandate established by Congress: 

" ... Such remedial action shall require a level or standard of control which at least attains Maximum 
Contaminant Level Goals established under the Safe Drinking Water Act and water quality criteria 
established under section 304 or 303 of the Clean Water Act, where such goals or criteria are relevant 
and appropriate under the circumstances of the release or potential release" (Ref. 2, p. 2). 

Furthermore, the NCP includes general expectations for purposes of groundwater restoration as follows: 

"EPA expects to return usable ground waters to their beneficial uses wherever practicable, within a 
timeframe that is reasonable given the particular circumstances of the site. When restoration of ground 
water to beneficial uses is not practicable, EPA expects to prevent further migration of the plume, 
prevent exposure to the contaminated ground water, and evaluate further risk reduction" (Ref. 3). 

OSWER Directive 9283.1, 1-33, Summary of Key Existing EPA CERCLA Policies for Groundwater 
Restoration, summarizes fivekey principles that stem from the overarching expectations for groundwater 
restoration. Theyire: 

1. "If groundwater that is a current or potential source of drinking water is contaminated above protective 
levels (e.g., for drinking water aquifers, contamination exceeds Federal or State MCLs or non-zero 
MCLGs}, a remedial action under CERCLA should seek to restore that aquifer to beneficial use (e.g., 
drinking water standards) wherever practicable. 

2. Groundwater contamination should not be allowed to migrate and further contaminate the aquifer or 
other media (e.g., vapor intrusion into buildings; sediment; surface water,· or wetland). 

3. Technical impracticability waivers and other waivers may be considered, and under appropriate 
circumstances granted if the statutory criteria are met, when groundwater cleanup is impracticable; the 
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waiver decision should be scientificallysupported and clearly documented. 
4. Early actions (such as source removal, plume containment, or provision of an alternative water supply) 

should be considered as soon as possible. /Cs related to groundwater use or even surface use, may be 
useful to protect the public in the short-term, as well as in the long-term. 

5. /Cs should not be relied upon as the only response to contaminated groundwater or as a justification 
for not taking action under CERCLA. To ensure protective remedies, CERCLA response action cleanup 
levels for contaminated groundwater should generally address all pathways of exposure that pose an 
actual or potential risk to human health and the environment" (Ref. 2, p. 3-4 ). 

To address the principles discussed above, EPA may use a phased approach for remediating contaminated 
groundwater. "In a phased response approach, site response activities are implemented in a sequence of steps, 
or phases, such that information gained from earlier phases is used to refinesubsequent investigations, objec -
tives or actions" (Ref. 4, p. 5). Implementing investigations and actions in phases can be advantageous for 
several reasons, including: 

bl "Data from earlier response actions are used to further characterize the site and assess restoration 
potential; 

bl Attainable objectives can be set for each response phase; 
bl Flexibility is provided to adjust the remedy in response to unexpected site conditions; 
bl Remedy performance is increased, decreasing remediation timeframe and cost; and 
bl Likely remedy refinementsare built into the selected remedy, better definingthe potential scope and 

minimizing the need for additional decision documents" (Ref. 4, p. 6). 

Phased remedy approaches may include the implementation of early and interim actions. For early actions, 
"early refers to the timing of the start of an action with respect to other response actions at a given site. For 
Superfund sites, early actions could include removal actions, interim remedial actions, or early finalremedial 
actions" (Ref. 4, p. 6). "An interim action is limited in scope and only addresses areas/media that also will be 
addressed by a finalsiteloperable unit Record of Decision" (Ref. 5, p. 8-2). Both source and groundwater ac­
tions may be implemented as either early or interim actions. Thesli!!ctions generally may address exposure 
to contaminated groundwater, or prevent further migration of groundwater, or prevent further migration 
of contaminants from sources. 

Generally, groundwater restoration is considered a finalaction; however," site characterization and per­
formance data from early or interim groundwater actions should be used to assess the likelihood of restoring 
groundwater to ARAR or risk-based cleanup levels" (Ref. 4, p. 7). In addition, "final remedial actions must 
address the cleanup levels and other remediation requirements for the site and, therefore, must be based on 
completed characterization reports. Information from early and interim actions a/so should be factored into 
these reports and finalremedy decisions" (Ref. 6, p. 4). 
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Thre~mportant steps in the typical groundwater remedy selec -
ti on process include: ( 1.1) remedial investigation, (1.2) feasibility 
study, and (1.3) selection of a remedy. As part of the remedy selec­
tion process, a remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/ 
FS) should be conducted to characterize site conditions, evaluate 
risks posed by the site, and identify and evaluate remedial alterna­
tives; afterthe Rl/FS, a proposed plan with the preferred remedy 
is published to provide an opportunity for public comment, and 
then a remedy is selected in the ROD. 

1.1 Remedial investigation (RI) 
The remedialnvestigation generally has four major 
components: conducting a fieldi nvestigation, 
definingthe nature and extent of contamination, 
identifying federal/state chemical- and location­
specificapplicable or relevant and appropriate 
requirements (ARARs) and conducting baseline 
human health and ecological risk assessments. 

"Data [obtained during the fieldinvestigation] on 
the physical characteristics of the site and surround­
ing areas should be collected to the extent necessary 
to definepotential transport pathways and receptor 
populations and to provide sufficienengineering 
data for development and screening of remedial 
action alternatives" (Ref. 7, p. 3-5). Particular to 
groundwater, it is recommended that the following 
information be collected: 

bl "Nature and extent of groundwater contamination including source(s) of contamination, 
contaminants of concern (COCs), estimated extent and volume of contaminated plume and the 
potential for migration of the contaminant 
plume. 

bl Geology and hydrogeology of the site and 
surroundings (in addition to the topography 
and geography), including the following: 
+ Aquifer(s) affectedor threatened by 

site contamination, types of geologic 
materials, approximate depths, whether 
aquifer is confinedor unconfined. 

+ Groundwater flowdirections within 
each aquifer and between aquifers and 
groundwater discharge locations (e.g., 
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surface waters, wetlands, other aquifers). 
+ Interconnection between surface contamination (e.g., soils) and groundwater contamination 
+ Confirmed or suspected presence and location of NAPLs" (Ref. 5, p. 9-5, 9-6). 

From information collected at the site, it may be determined that MNA or other in situ technologies may 
be considered as a remedial approach. If this is the case, certain aspects of site characterization may require 
more detail or additional information gathering during the remedial investigation (as compared to the 
items referenced above), such as biological and geochemical data. 

The informatiot!jathered generally is used to develop a conceptual site model (CSM). "Analyses of the 
data collected should focus on the development or refinementof the conceptual site model by presenting and 
analyzing data on source characteristics, the nature and extent of contamination, the contaminated transport 
pathways and fate, and the effectson human health and the environmenf' (Ref 7, p. 3-19). To support the 
CSM, three dimensional visualization platforms are also available to RPMs to assist in evaluating the data 
collected during the remedial investigation. The CSMnay also serve asa guide to the decision-making 
throughout the remedial process discussed in this document. 

In order to determine if groundwater restoration is 
appropriate, the groundwater use for the impacted 
aquifers is generally evaluated in accordance with 
the NCP which states that the lead agency should 
assess the "characteristics or classificationof air, sur -
face water, and ground water' as part of the RI (Ref. 
9). Designation of groundwater classificationshould 
be based on the following: "While a State'sdesigna­
tion of groundwater use will be considered for estab­
lishing remediation goals, EPA 'sclassificationscheme 
(EPA Guidelines/or Ground-Water Classification 
[Final Draft,December 1986]) will generally be used 
if a state's classificationwould lead to a less stringent 
solution. In 1997, EPA initiated a policy of deferring to 
a State'sdetermination of current and future groundwater uses, when based on criteria or methodology that 
are specifiedin an EPA endorsed CSGWPP [Comprehensive State Groundwater Protection Program], and 
can be applied at specificsites or facilities" (Ref. 2, p. 7). 

Based upon the identifiedexposure pathways, baseline human health and ecological risk assessments 
normally are conducted. "CERCLA response actions that clean up contaminated groundwater generally 
address all pathways of exposures that pose an actual or potential risk to human health and the environment. 
For example, groundwater response actions should generally address the actual or potential direct contact 
risk posed by contaminated groundwater (e.g., human consumption, dermal contact, or inhalation), and also 
should consider the potential for the contaminated groundwater to serve as a source of contamination into 
other media (e.g., for vapor intrusion into buildings; sediment; surface water; or wetlands)" (Ref. 2, p. 3). 

"Under existing Agency policy, groundwaters that are current or potential sources of drinking water that 
exceed risk-based standards (e.g., Maximum Concentration Limits [MCLs]) or pose an unacceptable risk 
generally warrant action under CERCLA" (Ref. 2, p. 5). 
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During the RI, EPA generally identifiespotential ARARs. " The learand support agency shall identify their 
respective potential ARARs related to the location of and contaminants at the site in a timely manner. The 
lead and support agencies may a/so, as appropriate, identify other pertinent advisories, criteria, or guidance 
in a timely manner" (Ref. 10). "CERCLA 121 (d) specificallyidentifiesSafe Drinking Water Act MCLs and 
nonzero MCLGs, as well as Clean Water Act Water Quality Criteria as potentially relevant and appropriate 
standards to be attained by the remedial action" (Ref. 2, p. 8). Thes~RARs are used in developing the 
appropriate cleanup levels for the remedial action. 

The resultsif the RI will be used in developing remedial alternatives in the feasibility study. 

1.2 Feasibility study (FS) 
The F~enerally serves as the mechanism for the development, screening, and detailed evaluation of 
alternative remedial actions. "For groundwater response actions, the lead agency shall develop a limited 
number of remedial alternatives that attain site-specificremediation levels within differentrestoration time 
periods utilizing one or more differenttechnologies" (Ref. 11 ). The F$iormally includes several steps: 
developing remedial action objectives (RAOs); determining cleanup levels; identifying potential treatment 
and containment technologies or natural processes that will satisfy these RAOs; screening the technologies 
based on their effectiveness, implementability, and cost; and assembling technologies and their associated 
containment or disposal requirements into alternatives for the contaminated media (Ref. 7, chapter 4). 

"RA Os provide a general description of what the cleanup will accomplish (e.g., restoration of groundwater to 
drinking water levels)" (Ref. 5, p. 6-26). "A range of RA Os may be applicable to groundwater remedy deci­
sions. Some of these objectives may be achievable in a relatively short time frame (e.g., exposure control, plume 
containment), while other objectives may require a much longer time frame (e.g., plume restoration)" (Ref. 
5, p. 9-6). The RAOshould clearly indicate which objectives are to be achieved over which portion of 
the plume and in what timeframes these objectives are expected to be achieved. Basic groundwater RAOs 
generally include one or more of the following: 

bl "Prevent exposure to contaminated groundwater, above acceptable risk levels. 
bl Prevent or minimize further migration of the contaminant plume (source control). 
bl Prevent or minimize further migration of contaminants from source materials to groundwater 

(source control). 
bl Return groundwater to its expected beneficial uses wherever practicable (aquifer restoration)" (Ref. 5, 

p. 9-6). 

The basi<RAOs above are generally used as a starting point for RAO development and should be modified 
to include site-specificexposure scenarios and more specificity. 

Once RAOs are established, "the preliminary remediation goals are developed on the basis of chemical­
specificARARs, when available, other available information (e.g., Rfds), and site-specificrisk-related factors " 
(Ref. 7, p. 4-3). Preliminary remediation goals are generally finalizedin the remedy decision document 
as cleanup levels. "Groundwater cleanup levels are established based on promulgated standards (e.g., Federal 
or State MCLs or non-zero MCLGs, or other standards found to be ARARs), or risk-based levels (e.g., for 
contaminants when there are no standards that defineprotectiveness). Where ARARs are not available or 
are not sufficient/protective, EPA generally sets site-specificremediation levels for: 1) carcinogens at a level 
that represents an excess upper bound lifetime cancer risk to an individual of between 10-4 to 10-6; and for 
2) non-carcinogens such that the cumulative risks from exposure will not result in adverse effectsto human 
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populations (including sensitive sub-populations) that may be exposed during a lifetime or part of a lifetime, 
incorporating an adequate margin of safety'' (Ref. 2, p. 8-9). 

Afterdeveloping preliminary remediation goals, a remediation timeframe is typically developed as a 
baseline to reach these levels. Thitimeframe depends on a number of site specificfactors, including the 
current and future use of the aquifer, complexity of site contamination and hydrogeology, and available re­
mediation strategies. "More rapid restoration of groundwater is favored in situations where a future demand 
for drinking water from groundwater is likely and other potential sources are not sufficientRapid restoration 
may a/so be appropriate where the institutional controls to prevent the utilization of contaminated groundwa­
ter for drinking water purposes are not clearly effectiveor reliable" (Ref. 12, p. 171 ). 

As discussed in existing guidance, "in cases where there is a high degree of certainty that cleanup levels can­
not be achieved, a final ROD that invokes a Tl waiver and establishes an alternative remedial strategy may 
be the most appropriate option" (Ref. 13, p. 5). "Adequate site characterization data must be presented to 
demonstrate, not only that the constraint exists, but that the effector the constraint on contaminant distribu­
tion and recovery potential poses a critical limitation to the effectivenessof available technologies" (Ref. 13, p. 
11 ). 

Typically, during the FS, differentremedial alternatives for restoration of the groundwater, containment 
of the plume and source remediation, and restoration timeframes are compared. If MNA is being evalu­
ated as a remedial alternative, the results of the RI should have "site-specificdata sufficiento estimate with 
an acceptable level of confidence both the rate of attenuation processes and the anticipated time required to 
achieve remediation objectives" (Ref. 6, p. 15). Typically, multiple lines of evidence will be used to deter­
mine that MNA is occurring and provides a remedy that is protective of human health and the environ­
ment (Ref. 6, p. 15-16). "Thefecision to implement MNA should include a comprehensive site characteriza­
tion, risk assessment where appropriate, and measures to control sources. In addition, the progress of natural 
attenuation towards a site'sremediation objectives should be carefully monitored and compared with expecta­
tions to ensure that it will meet site remediation objectives within a timeframe that is reasonable compared to 
timeframes associated with other methods. Where MNA 'sability to meet these expectations is uncertain and 
based predominantly on predictive analyses, decision-makers should incorporate contingency measures into 
the remedy'' (Ref. 13, p. 25). 

Typically, all alternatives are initially screened for implementability, effectiveness, and cost. Once this 
screening is done, a detailed analysis is generally done using the nine evaluation criteria specified in the 
NCP. Thisletailed evaluation is the basis for the remedy decision (Ref. 7, Chapters 5 and 6). 

1.3 Select a remedy or modify an existing remedy 
"Thi'referred Alternative for a site is presented to the public in a Proposed Plan. The ProposecP/an briefly 
summarizes the alternatives studied in the detailed analysis phase of the RllFS, highlighting the key fac-
tors that led to identifying the Preferred Alternative. The ProposecPlan, as well as the RllFS and the other 
information that forms the basis for the lead agency's response selection, is made available for public comment 
in the Administrative Record file.Following receipt of public comments and finalcomments from the support 
agency, the lead agency selects and documents the remedy selection decision in a record of decision (ROD)" 
(Ref. 5, p. 1-5). 

"To support the selection of a remedial action, all facts, analyses of facts, and site-specificpolicy determina -
tions considered in the course of carrying out activities . .. shall be documented, as appropriate, in a record of 
decision, in a level of detail appropriate to the site situation . .. "(Ref. 14 ). 
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The ROClhould include RAOs that clearly describe the intended results of the remedial action. In addi -
ti on, the selected remedy section in a ROD should include: "a brief discussion of the monitoring program 
necessary to ensure remedy effectivenessas well as the entity responsible for maintaining the monitoring pro­
gram (especially important for remedies with Jong durations such as natural attenuation); and provisions for 
groundwater monitoring once the system is shut off toensure cleanup levels are maintained" (Ref. 5, p. 9-7). 

bl The expectecbutcome of the groundwater remedy should be discussed, including the following: 
"Available uses of groundwater upon achieving cleanup levels. Note time frame to achieve available 
use; and 

bl Final cleanup levels for each medium (i.e., contaminant-specificremediation goals), basis for cleanup 
level, and risk at cleanup levels (if appropriate)" (Ref. 5, p. 6-45). 

A post-ROD change to a selected remedy is a site-specificdetermination and generally should be consis -
tent with Section 300.435(c)(2) of the NCP, as summarized below: 

. Does the change alter the scope of the remedy (for example, type of treatment technology, reme­
diation goals to be achieved, type of waste to be addressed, amount of waste to be addressed)? 

Would the change alter the performance (for example, treatment levels to be attained, 
long-term reliability of the remedy)? 

Are there significantchanges in costs from estimates in the ROD, taking into account the recog -
nized uncertainties associated with the hazardous waste engineering process selected? "Feasibility cost 
estimates generally are expected to provide an accuracy of +50% to -30%" (Ref. 5, p. 7-1 ). 

"Based on this evaluation, and depending on the extent or scope of modification being considered, the lead 
agency must make a determination as to the type of change involved (i.e., nonsignificantor minor, sig nificant, 
or fundamental change). Remedy changes should fall along a continuum from minor to fundamental. 
Similarly, an aggregate of nonsignificantor sig nificantchanges could result in a fundamental change " (Ref. 5, 
p. 7-1 ). Examples of the potential types of changes identifiedand associated documentation modifications 
are summarized below: 

Glh::mc1e . Thishange typically arises dur ing design and construction, when 
modifications are made to the functional specificationsof the remedy to address issues such as per -
formance optimization, new technical information, support agency/community concerns and/or cost 
minimization (e.g., value engineering process). Such changes may affectthings such as the type or cost 
of materials, equipment, facilities, services, and supplies used to implement the remedy. The change 
should not have a significant impact on the scope, perfor mance or cost of the remedy. Thishange 
should be documented with a brief memorandum to the site file. 

s1ar111rnantclha1u1e. Thishange generally involves a change to a component of the remedy that does 
not fundamentally alter the overall cleanup approach. For example, changing to the contingency 
remedy selected in the ROD or a large increase of contaminant volume being remediated, would gener­
ally be considered a significantchange. Significantchanges are documented with an Explanation of 
SignificantDifferences(ESD) post-ROD document. 
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Fur1da11u:ir1tal Gh:::ino1e. Thishange typically involves an appreciable change or changes in the scope, 
performance, and/or cost-or may be composed of a number of significantchanges that together 
have the effectof a fundamental change. An example of a fundamental change is one that results in a 
reconsideration of the overall waste management approach selected in the original ROD. For example, 
change from restoration to containment, or a decision to invoke a technical impracticability waiver 
would generally be a fundamental change. Fundamental changes are documented with a ROD amend­
ment (ROD-A). (Ref. 5, p. 7-1, 7-2) 

The remediatlesign and remedial action process typically involve 
four elements: (2.1) remedial design (RD), (2.2) verify the site 
conditions and ensure the remedy is still viable, (2.3) remedial ac­
tion (RA), and (2.4) transition to operations. Each of these steps 
is discussed below. 

2. 1 Remedial design 
"Thpiurpose of data collection during the RD is not to recharacter -
ize the site but to obtain data to support the design effort"( Ref. 
15, p. 48). "If the CSM does not adequately identify or explain (1) 
historical and continuing sources of groundwater contamination, both above ground and below the surface, 
(2) historical growth and/or retreat of the groundwater plume, (3) groundwater flowvelocity (horizontal and 
vertical) and other parameters controlling contaminant fate and transport, (4) potential human and ecologi­
cal receptors, and (5) anticipated results of remedial actions, the data gaps should be addressed with a focused 
investigation"(Ref. 16, p. 2). As a result, "new information may be received or generated that will modify the 
CSM and could affectimplemen ta ti on of the remedy selected in the ROD, or could prompt a reassessment 
of that remedy'' (Ref. 5, p. 7-1 ). "Because capital costs for installation and annual costs for operation and 
maintenance are significantlyhigher than the costs of designing a system, it is oftenappropriate to request a 
design review from a third party" (Ref. 17, p. 1 )." The [Federal Acquisition Regulation] FAR has two types 
of Value Engineering requirements. The firtype of requirement is for the RD phase of a project" (Ref. 18, 
p. 1 ). "Value Engineering (VE) is a highly beneficialtechnique used to reduce nonessential procurement and 
program costs. VE uses systematic and creative methods to reduce costs without sacrificingthe reliability, 
efficiency9r original objectives of the project" (Ref. 19, p. 1 ). Al I Superfund RDs that wi II lead to Fund-lead 
RAs should undergo the VE process (Ref. 18, p. 2). Although not required, optimization approaches may 
also be employed during design in accordance with EPA'sgoal to integrate optimization into the overall 
Superfund cleanup process (Ref. 20, p. 1). During remedial design, new information should be evaluated 
and may result in a re-evaluation of the selected remedial action (see 2.2). 

2.2 Verify the site conditions and ensure the selected 
remedy is still viable 

The informationmd data collected during remedial design is typically evaluated against the CSM and 
the assumptions made at the time of remedy selection to ensure the selected remedy is still viable. Where 
appropriate, changes to these assumptions made at the time of remedy selection are generally documented 
and incorporated into an updated CSM. 
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Possible results include: 

If the collected data and information indicate that the selected remedy 
does not need to be changed fundamentally, the design is finalized,and non-significantand significant 
changes to the remedy are documented if necessary (documentation is discussed in 1.3), and remedial 
action begins as described in 2.3. 

In some instances, data and information collected during the RD 
may determine that the selected remedy is no longer viable. In this case, the remedy generally needs to 
be changed fundamentally; the processes described in 1.2 and 1.3 usually are conducted. The following 
are common examples of changes in site conditions that may necessitate a fundamental change in the 
remedy: 

bl Changed or newly discovered hydrogeologic conditions 
bl Change in surrounding use of the aquifer 
bl Newly discovered constituents 
bl Newly identifiedsources 

2.3 Remedial action 
Typically, afterall finaldesign criteria have been approved, and all detailed system specificationshave 
been selected, the engineering remedy components are constructed. Remedy construction can be phased, 
which involves implementing certain groundwater remedy elements as their designs are completed. The 
construction phase may include building the remedial system and installing the monitoring network. In 
some cases, the need for changes to the selected remedy becomes evident during the remedial action. Any 
remedy modificationsare generally carried out in accordance with CERCLA, the NCP,and existing guid -
ance and policy regarding ROD modificationsand the Administrative Record. Thesie:hanges are typically 
analyzed and documented in the appropriate decision document before they are implemented (see step 
1.3). As part of the RA, an operation and maintenance (O&M) plan typically is finalized. The O&l\tf:llan 
generally "documents" the monitoring plan for groundwater restoration which should include, at a mini­
mum, the components selected in the ROD. 

For purposes of this guidance, "monitoring is [defined as] the collection and analysis of data over a sufficient 
period of time and frequency to determine the status and/or trend in one or more environmental parameters 
or characteristics. Monitoring should not produce a 'snapshot in time' measurement, but rather should involve 
repeated sampling over time in order to definesite-wide remedy performance and the trends in the parameters 
of interest relative to clearly definedmanagement objectives" (Ref. 19, p. I ntro-3). In this case, these objec­
tives are typically aquifer restoration in the long-term and plume containment in the short-term. 

In order to evaluate these management objectives, "several types of monitoring may be conducted at a site, 
such as detection monitoring (to detect changes in ambient conditions), compliance monitoring (to evaluate 
compliance with regulatory requirements), and remedial [performance] monitoring (to evaluate remedy 
effectiveness)"(Ref. 19, p. lntro-3). 

"Thp;redicted time frame for operation and completion of the groundwater remedial action is critical to 
monitoring plan development because it identifiesand provides parameters for the monitoring objectives and 
subsequent monitoring studies" (Ref. 19, p. 1-2). 
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Thesimonitoring parameters generally determine the following data collection characteristics (Ref. 19, p. 
4-2, 4-4): 

bl What data are needed? 
bl How should samples be collected? 
bl Where should samples be collected? 
bl When should samples be collected? 
bl How long should sampling continue? 
bl How oftenshould sampling occur? 

The monitoringJlan generally addresses how the data will be analyzed to discern contaminant distribu -
tion changes, remedy performance, and, as appropriate, plume capture efficac)based on the established 
objectives and monitoring parameters. The monitoringJlan at a site should be considered a dynamic 
document; the types of data collected and the sampling frequency may change as both restoration pro­
gresses and based on additional information collected during the operation and maintenance of the rem­
edy. Capture zone analysis is generally performed to assess if the short-term RAO of plume containment 
is being achieved. EPA has developed technical guidance to help evaluate capture zones for groundwater 
P& T systems and to help determine appropriate frequency for capture zone analysis. The basisor evaluat -
i ng capture usually includes a Ii nes of evidence approach considering concentration trends and water level 
data, among other factors (Ref. 21 ). "In cases where monitoring is being conducted to identify individual 
exceedance of some critical environmental conditions, statistical analysis may not be necessary. Use of an 
appropriate statistical method can help support or refute the monitoring hypotheses and thus help answer the 
monitoring questions" (Ref. 19, p. 4-5). 

If the groundwater remedy is the last remedy to be implemented at the site, completion of physical con­
struction normally would signify achievement of construction completion, and a preliminary close out 
report (PCOR) should be prepared to document this milestone (Ref. 22, p. 3-2 - 3-3). Completion of 
physical construction of typical groundwater remedies is generally documented in a remedial action (RA) 
report, which is typically prepared when all construction activities are complete (including site restoration 
and demobilization), and a successful contract finalinspection or equivalent has been conducted (Ref. 22, 
p. 2-4 - 2-6). 

2.4 Transition to operations 
"Thfl)hase following construction of the remedy and before [the] Operational & Functional (O&F) [determi­
nation] is often referred to as the shakedown, where the constructor makes minor modificationsas necessary 
to ensure the remedy is operating as designed" (Ref. 22, p. 2-8). 

O&F Determination: "A remedy becomes O&F either one year afterconstruction is complete, or when 
the remedy is determined concurrently by EPA and the State to be functioning properly and performing as 
designed, whichever is earlier. EPA may grant extensions to the one-year period in writing, as appropriate" 
(Ref. 22, p. 2-8). Typically, the attainment of O&F is documented in a letter to the interested parties. 

As discussed in the NCP section 300.435, for fund-lead groundwater restoration actions, once EPA and the 
State make the O&F determination, the remedy enters the long-term response action (L TRA) phase that 
involves operation, monitoring, optimization, and evaluation of the remedy. L TRA typically is conducted 
by EPA for up to 10 years with a 10% cost share by the State (Ref. 3). After10 years, the remedy normally 
enters the O&M phase, which is conducted by the State. For groundwater remedies that do not include a 
restoration objective, once EPAand the State make the O&F determination the remedy generally should 
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enter the operation and maintenance (O&M) phase. Consistent with CERCLA section 104(c), O&M is 
funded 100% by the State. For PRP-lead sites, the O&F determination normally triggers the long-term re­
sponse (LR) phase. The PRP§enerally conduct all activities during the LR and O&M phases. For federal 
facility-lead sites, groundwater restoration remedies normally enter the O&M phase when determined to 
be operating properly and successfully (OPS). Under Section 120(h) of CERCLA, the OPS determina­
tion is a required part of transfers of federal property (Ref. 22, p. 2-3). The federafacility conducts all 
O&M activities unless otherwise specified in facility transfer 
documentation. 

The operaternonitor and evaluate remedy stage typically involves 
six steps: (3.1) operate remedy and collect data, (3.2) ensure suf­
ficientdata are available for analysis, (3.3) monitor performance, 
evaluate progress, and conduct five-yearreviews, (3.4) consider 
optimizing remedy (engineering) performance and monitoring, 
(3.5) evaluate whether the existing remedy can achieve RAOs and 
associated cleanup levels in the ROD, and (3.6) evaluate whether 
RAOs and associated cleanup levels established in the ROD are 
met. Once the groundwater restoration remedy is determined to 
be O&F, the remedy typically enters the operations stage. 

During a long-term monitoring effort,groundwater 
sampling and monitoring data typically are collect-
ed to evaluate contaminant migration and changes 
in chemical suites and concentrations through time 
at appropriate locations. The sit~echnical review 
team may use this information to verify that con-
taminants are not migrating to potential receptors, 
that remediation is occurring at a rate to achieve the 
RAOs and associated cleanup levels in a reasonable 
timeframe, and all sources have been identified 
(Ref. 23, p. 6). Data collected are also evaluated to 
determine if the remedy either has achieved the RAOs and associated cleanup levels or is likely to achieve 
these under current conditions. Data may also be used to determine if both the treatment system and 
monitoring network are operating efficientlyNot all steps discussed in this section need to be conducted 
in sequence; they can be conducted and considered at any point throughout the long-term operation of the 
remedy. 

3.1 Operate remedy and collect data 
Sampling and monitoring data are collected in accordance with the monitoring plan (see 2.3). Sampling 
and monitoring data are analyzed to fulfillseveral purposes: (1) to evaluate how the remedy is performing 
with regard to RAOs and conduct five-yearreviews, (2) to optimize the long-term monitoring, and (3) to 
optimize engineering/remedial components of the remedy. 
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3.2 Ensure sufficientdata are available for analysis 
As data are obtained, data assessment occurs and results should be interpreted. Generally, the goal of data 
collection is to obtain enough data in a usable (typically electronic) format so that trends, if present, may 
be identified, and progress or lack of progress may be appropriately documented. Several years of data 
are generally appropriate to identify meaningful trends, patterns, or changes in contaminant reductions 
and/or to effectivelyevaluate plume capture. The followingtems should be considered when making this 
determination: 

bl Can an analysis for changes in the groundwater contaminants and extent of the plume be reliably 
conducted with the methods outlined in the monitoring plan? 

bl Can a capture zone analysis be conducted with the data that have been collected? 
bl Are monitoring parameters sufficiento evaluate site conditions illustrated in the CSM? 
bl Are operational data adequate to evaluate operational performance of engineered remedies? 

Possible results include: 

ii 1•1·~ 1• 1 ·ffi,,iia 1~Mfdata are insufficiento analyze trends or evaluate progress and effectivenessin 
achieving RAOs and associated cleanup levels, the remedy should continue to be operated and addi­
tional data should be collected as described in 3.1. 

!$Uff'ir:i:en1!l:f enough data are available to analyze trends, changes, and patterns and evaluate 
progress and effectivenessin achieving RAOs and associated cleanup levels, the activities described in 
3.3 and 3.4 are recommended. 

3.3 Monitor performance, evaluate progress, and 
conduct five-yearreviews 

It is important to note that this section discusses discrete activities typically conducted during the long­
term operation of the remedy. In addition to the highlighted activities, the RPM and project team should 
continue to collect and evaluate system performance and monitoring data and make appropriate changes. 

Th!Elata should be used to monitor the effectivenessof 
the subsurface remedy and evaluate it in relation to the CSM and any site groundwater flowmodels. " New 
data should be interpreted and compared to historical data on a regular basis" (Ref. 16, p. 8). The progressif 
remedial systems in achieving RAOs and associated cleanup levels should also be evaluated to determine if 
actual progress is consistent with progress predicted at the time of remedy decision. 

"Thfl)urpose of a five-yearreview (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and per -
formance of a remedy in order to determine if the remedy is or will be protective of human health and the 
environment. Protectiveness is generally definedin the NCP by the risk range and the hazard index (HI). 
Evaluation of the remedy and the determination of protectiveness should be based on and sufficientlysup­
ported by data and observations" (Ref. 24, p. 1-1 ). 

In general, FYRs are required whenever a remedial action results in hazardous substances, pollutants, 
or contaminants remaining on site. "Under the Agency's interpretation contained in the NCP [ 40 CFR 
300.430(f)(4)(ii)], the requirement in CERCLA Section 121(c) is triggered when remaining on-site hazardous 
substances, pollutants, or contaminants are above levels that allow for 'unlimited use and unrestricted expo­
sure"' (Ref. 24, p. 1-1 ). "'Unlimited use and unrestricted exposure' (UUIUE) means that the selected remedy 
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will place no restrictions on the potential use of land or other natural resources" (Ref. 24, p. 1-2). CERCLA 
requires FYRs if both the following conditions are true: 

1. "Upon completion of the remedial action, hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants will 
remain on site; and 

2. The ROl1Jf the site was signed on or afterOctober 17, 1986 and the remedial action was selected under 
CERCLA §121" (Ref. 24, p. 1-2). 

The five-yeareview guidance addresses remedy assessment through site inspections, monitoring data re -
view, and document review. Five-year reviews generally are conducted in conjunction with and supported 
by the continuous, effective monitoring of groundwater remedies. To evaluate remedy protectiveness, the 
guidance recommends three technical assessment questions. 

Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents? When answering this 
question, site inspection and O&M data are examined to assess if (1) the remedy continues to oper-
ate and function as designed, (2) if the remedy has attained, or is expected to attain, cleanup levels, 
(3) O&M is being implemented (e.g. monitoring activities designed to ensure the effectivenessof the 
remedy are being conducted and whether they are adequate), and (4) opportunities for optimization 
are identified. 

Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels, and RAOs used at the time 
of remedy selection still valid? In order to answer this question, Regions should evaluate a number of 
factors, including any changes to standards and assumptions made since the time of remedy selection. 
If ARARs have been modifiedor a new standard has been promulgated, Regions should determine 
if the cleanup level selected in the ROD remains protective. Review of risk parameters used to sup­
port the remedy selection, such as reference doses, cancer potency factors, and exposure pathways of 
concern should also be evaluated. Furthermore, evaluation of the assumptions regarding current and 
future groundwater uses and contaminants of concern should be reviewed to ensure that they are still 
valid. All these factors should be considered when updating the CSM and when evaluating exposure 
pathways and remedy implementation effectivenessto ensure that the remedial action objectives at the 
site are still valid and remain protective. 

Has any other information come to light that could call into question the protectiveness 
of the remedy? When answering this question, consider and evaluate any new information that may 
change the protectiveness of the operating remedy. (Ref. 24, p. 4-1 -4-9) 

The FYFProcess may identify issues and recommendations that generally address either 1) the perfor -
mance of the remedy, 2) modificationsto the monitoring well network, or 3) modificationsto the moni -
toring plan. Typically, all changes or modificationsto the remedy considered significantor fundamental 
should be appropriately documented in a decision document prior to implementation, as discussed in Step 
1.3. However, minor changes to the remedy typically do not require modificationof the decision docu -
ment, which normally allows them to be implemented more quickly, as resources allow. 

Recommendations from the five-yearreview may provide support for the decision made in Step 3.5 
described below. 
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3.4 Consider optimizing engineering performance and 
monitoring 

As discussed in the 2000 Superfund Reform Strategy 
Implementation Manual, EPA'sremedy optimization initiative is "intended to encourage systematic review 
and modification to the existing P& T systems to enhance overall remedy effectivenessand cost effectiveness, 
without compromising protectiveness or other objectives of the Superfund program" (Ref. 23, p. 1 ). "Because 
site conditions change over time and these changes can have implications on the cost and effectivenessof a 
remedy, P& T managers should routinely compare design parameters versus actual parameters for treatment 
process parameters" (Ref. 16, p. 7). Although this strategy focused on pump-and-treat systems, optimiza­
tion generally may be applied to groundwater restoration remedial actions. Thieffort[optimization] 
"recognizes that remedial approaches should not remain static, that site conditions change over time, and that 
better tools and strategies have evolved which allow continuous improvement of remedy performance" (Ref. 
23, p. 1 ). If the result of optimization is a recommendation for a change in technology or the RAOs, then 
the recommended procedures in Step 4 below should be considered. Optimization actions for the selected 
remedy may include the following scenarios: 

bl Altering remedial system parameters (e.g., flowrate, well locations, hydraulic capacity) 
bl Enhancing or simplifying existing treatment train components (e.g., removing a metals precipita-

tion unit, modifying off-gastreatment) 
bl Addressing uncertainties in the CSM 
bl Ensuring that groundwater migration is under control 
bl Identifying and providing alternatives for addressing source area contamination 
bl Changing data evaluation and management practices 
bl Improving or streamlining project management or oversight 
bl Adjusting groundwater amendments, delivery mechanisms, and location/depths to enhance in 

situ treatment efficiency 

\.11;un:m:1: rno:nitcirina: RPMs generally should consider and revisit the use of long-term monitoring 
optimization (L TMO) throughout the lifetime of the operating system to evaluate whether acquisition and 
assessment of appropriate remedy data are occurring. Moreover, "L TMO offersan opportunity to improve 
cost-effectivenessof the Jong-term monitoring effortby assuring that monitoring achieves its objectives with 
an appropriate level of effort" (Ref. 25, p. 1 ). L TM Os are routine evaluations of existing monitoring data, 
frequency and location of data acquisition, and objectives. LTMO recommendations may include the 
following activities: 

bl A reduction or increase in effortspatially (number of wells/locations) 
bl A reduction or increase in efforttemporally (sampling frequency) 
bl Evaluation of areas where the plume is moving or changing 
bl Information related to remedy efficacy/performance(Ref. 25) 

Care should be exercised to ensure that sufficientnonitoring wells are in place to allow continued evalua -
ti on of the groundwater, even afterRAOs and cleanup levels have been achieved. Information from these 
wells is needed to evaluate remedy performance and protectiveness. 

Typically, all changes or modificationsto the remedy considered significantor fundamental should be 
appropriately documented in a decision document prior to implementation, as discussed in Step 1.3. 
However, minor changes to the remedy typically do not require modificationof the decision document, 
which normally allows them to be implemented more quickly, as resources allow. The resultsif the 
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engineering and monitoring optimization activities may provide support for the decision made in the next 
step (3.5). 

3.5 Evaluate whether the existing remedy can 
achieve RAOs and associated cleanup levels in 
the ROD 

The remed)(with any necessary modificationsresulting from steps 3.3 and step 3.4) and the data collected 
during operation are generally analyzed and compared to the CSM. The result$rom this analysis typically 
are used to evaluate whether data indicate that attainment of RAOs and associated cleanup levels is likely 
or attainment of RAOs and associated cleanup levels is unlikely under current conditions. 

Possible results include: 

~wu11·T •• 1ri::11rrn· Typically, restoration is con­
sidered likely when the contaminant reductions and plume capture, as identifiedthrough monitoring 
data and analysis, indicate that RAOs and cleanup levels may be attained in the established timeframe. 
If concentrations are decreasing in a timely manner, it is likely that the current remedial approach is ad­
equate and is functioning as intended by the decision documents and design documents. If the concen­
trations are decreasing in a less than timely manner, but restoration of the aquifer is sti 11 a feasible goal 
within a timeframe that supports future intended aquifer uses, review and optimization of the existing 
remedy may be appropriate (see step 3.3 and 3.4). If it is determined that the existing remedy is likely to 
achieve RAOs and associated cleanup levels, Regions should then begin to evaluate whether these have 
been achieved. (see 3.6). 

rr1r1t::111r1t:t1r1· Generally, if monitoring data and 
analysis, five-yearreviews, long term monitoring optimization, or remedy optimization results indicate 
that contaminant concentrations are not progressing towards success, it is likely that the plume is not 
contained, hydrogeologic conditions have changed, or a new site condition has emerged; in this situa­
tion, the remedy generally should be revisited and the technology or remedy may require modification 
(see section 4). The followin91re examples of remedy evaluation outcomes that may indicate that 
restoration is not likely under current site conditions: 

+ Data analysis indicates that concentration reductions are not occurring at the rate anticipated 
+ Data analysis shows that groundwater concentrations are increasing 
+ Data analysis shows that groundwater concentrations are asymptotic and not decreasing 
+ Contaminant properties and groundwater data analysis indicate that contaminant mass may be 

either sorbed (by adsorption or absorption) on or into the soil or rock matrix comprising the 
aquifer 

+ Technology selected in the ROD does not adequately address contaminants or hydrogeologic 
conditions 

+ Hydrogeologic conditions have changed or are found to be differentthan previously thought 
and remedy design is not effective 

+ A capture zone analysis and monitoring show that plume capture is not sufficientJr is uncertain 
+ Aquifer behavior has changed due to external influenceswhich may affecteffectiveness 
+ New contaminants sources have been identifiedthat may impact remedy effectiveness 
+ New groundwater pathways have been identifiedthat may need to be addressed 
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3. 6 Evaluate whether RA Os and associated cleanup 
levels in the ROD have been achieved 

If data analysis and evaluation indicate that the remedy is likely to achieve the specifiedRAOs and associ -
ated cleanup levels in step 3.5, the RPM and project team should generally determine whether these levels 
actually have been attained. Possible results include: 

actuevred: Cleanup levels are generally attained when moni­
toring throughout the area of attainment or at the point of compliance indicates that contaminant 
concentrations have met the groundwater cleanup levels established in the decision document (e.g., 
MCLs) and will not increase in the future. In general, "the area of attainment/point of compliance for 
achieving groundwater cleanup levels is generally expected to be throughout the plume or, where there is a 
waste management area, at the edge of the waste management area" (Ref. 2, p. 10). 

When cleanup levels are attained through implementation of an active treatment system (for example, 
pump-and-treat and in situ treatment), it may be appropriate to shut down the system and proceed with 
site completion activities (see section 5), depending on the site-specificfacts. Monitoring normally should 
continue aftercleanup levels have been attained since contaminant levels in the aquifer may increase when 
pumping is terminated (e.g., because contaminants are allowed to re-equilibrate in the groundwater). 
"Monitoring programs should therefore ensure that groundwater is sampled until any residual contaminants 
could have desorbed from the aquifer material" (Ref. 26, p. 7-4 ). 

If contaminant concentrations rebound and remain above cleanup levels, the recommendations in step 3.5 
should be revisited. 

acrm:n1·ea: If cleanup levels have not yet been attained, the 
remedy generally continues to operate; and long-term monitoring data collection and analysis continue 
(see 3.1 through 3.2). 

If the data analysis of long-term monitoring and the current CSM 
indicate that the existing remedy will not achieve the RAOs and 
associated cleanup levels, either the remedial technology or the 
comprehensive remedy generally should be modified. In situations 
where EPA determines it is impracticable to attain the groundwa­
ter cleanup levels in the ROD, but no contingency had been previ­
ously specified in the ROD, a ROD amendment typically is used 
to document fundamental changes that are made in the remedy 
based on the information gained during implementation of the 
cleanup (Ref. 27). "It is a/so generally appropriate to prepare an 
ESD document when the lead agency decides to exercise a contingency remedy that was previously described 
in the ROD" (Ref. 5, p. 7-2). 

The recommendectemedy modificationstep may involve the following activities: (4.1) conduct an evalua -
tion of restoration potential, (4.2) evaluate whether current restoration RAOs and associated cleanup levels 
can be met with other technologies, (4.3) modify restoration RAOs and select an alternative remedial 
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strategy, and (4.4) document technical impracticability (Tl) evaluation. If restoration is still appropriate 
with a differenttechnology or if RAOs and associated cleanup levels are modified, then Regions should 
proceed to select a modifiedremedy (see step 1.3). 

4. 1. Conduct an evaluation of restoration potential 
Generally, the evaluation of restoration potential includes: evaluation of source control measures, remedial 
action performance analysis, restoration timeframe analysis, consideration of other applicable technolo­
gies, and additional considerations (Ref. 13, p. 13 -19). 

Source control measures are "critical to the success of aquifer restoration efforts"(Ref. 13, p. 13). When 
evaluating restoration potential, there should be a "demonstration that contamination sources have been, 
or will be, identifiedand removed or treated to the extent practicable" (Ref. 13, p. 13). If additional source 
material is identified or data indicate that source material is present during the long-term monitoring 
activities, additional site investigation is generally necessary to characterize the source, and evaluate source 
removal or source control activities (Ref. 13, p. 19 -20) (see steps 1.1 and 1.2). 

The remedial:lction performance analysis should: 

bl "Demonstrate that the groundwater monitoring program within and outside of the aqueous 
contaminant plume is of sufficienquality and detail to fully evaluate remedial action performance 
(e.g., to analyze plume migration or containment and identify concentration trends within the 
remediation zone). 

bl Demonstrate that the existing remedy has been effectivelyoperated and adequately maintained. 
bl Describe and evaluate the effectivenessof any remedy modifications(whether variations in operation, 

physical changes, or augmentations to the system) designed to enhance performance. 
bl Evaluate trends in subsurface contaminant concentrations. Consider such factors as whether the 

aqueous plume has been contained, whether the areal extent of the plume is being reduced, and the 
rates of contaminant concentration decline and contaminant mass removal" (Ref. 13, p. 16). 

Timeframes to achieve restoration may be considered in restoration potential evaluations. "While restora­
tion timeframes may be an important consideration in remedy selection, no single timeframe can be specified 
during which restoration must be achieved to be considered technically practicable" (Ref. 13, p. 16). Lastly, 
when reviewing restoration potential, other technologies should be reviewed. Thishould consist of: 

bl "A review of the technical literature to identify candidate technologies; 
bl A screening of the candidate technologies based on general site conditions to identify potential 

applicable technologies; and 
bl An analysis, using site hydrogeologic and chemical data, of the capability of any of the applicable 

technologies to achieve the required cleanup standards" (Ref. 13, p. 18). 

If source control measures are necessary, the restoration potential evaluation may analyze whether the cur­
rent groundwater remedial approach being employed at the site is expected to remain effective in restoring 
all or part of the aquifer afterthese source controls are implemented. 

If, afterreviewing restoration potential, it is determined that the" lack of progress in achieving the required 
cleanup levels has resulted from system design inadequacies, poor system operation, or unsuitability of the 
technology for site conditions, the EPA generally will require that the existing remedy be enhanced, augment­
ed, or replaced by a differenttechnology'' (Ref. 13, p. 16). 
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The dat<B:ollected and analyzed and remedial options evaluated during the evaluation of restoration 
potential should support the decision made in the next step (4.2). 

4.2 Evaluate whether current restoration RAOs and 
associated cleanup levels can be met with other 
technologies 

Based on the results of the evaluation of restoration potential discussed in step 4.1, the RPM should deter­
mine if the current restoration RAOs and associated cleanup levels can be met with other actions. 

Possible options include: 

If the assessment 
indicates that other source control or groundwater actions can achieve current restoration RAOs and 
associated cleanup levels, it may be appropriate to modify an existing remedy or select a new remedy 
(see step 1.3) and implement these actions (see section 2). 

If the as­
sessment indicates that no actions can achieve current restoration RAOs and associated cleanup levels 
throughout the area of attainment where groundwater restoration is the goal, it may be appropriate to 
modify the restoration RAOs/select alternative remedial strategy (see step 4.3). 

4.3 Modify restoration RAOs!Select alternative 
remedial strategy 

If monitoring trends or the evaluation of restoration potential indicate that current RAOs and cleanup 
levels in the ROD will not likely be achieved, it may be appropriate to modify the restoration RAOs. "EPA's 
goal of restoring contaminated groundwater within a reasonable timeframe at Superfund sites will be modi­
fiedwhere complete restoration is found to be technically impracticable. In such cases, EPA will select an 
alternative remedial strategy that is technically practicable, protective of human health and the environment, 
and satisfiesthe statutory and regulatory requirements of Superfund" (Ref. 13, p. 19). 

"ARARs may be waived by EPA for any of the six reasons specifiedby CERCLA and the NCP, including tech -
nica/ impracticability from an engineering perspective. Tl waivers generally will be applicable only for ARARs 
that are used to establish cleanup performance standards or levels, such as chemical-specificMCLs or State 
groundwater quality criteria" (Ref. 13, p. 9). If data indicate that restoration RA Os require modification 
(e.g., MCL cannot be met throughout the plume), it may be appropriate to consider a technical impractica­
bility waiver for the specificARAR that cannot be met. 

An alternative remedial strategy typically will address (1) the prevention of exposure to contaminated 
groundwater through institutional controls, (2) source remediation and controls through treatment and 
containment, and (3) aqueous plume remediation through treatment, containment, and natural attenua­
tion. Alternative remedial strategies may include combinations of two or more options (Ref. 13, p. 19, 20, 
21 ). 

For those portions of the aquifer where restoration is technically practicable, a remedial technology 
considered in the evaluation of restoration potential should be selected or the current groundwater remedy 
should continue to be operated. For additional source materials that may have been identified,a source 
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removal or source control measure should be evaluated and implemented. The basi$or determining that 
restoration is technically impracticable should be documented in a Tl evaluation discussed in step 4.4. 

4.4 Document Tl evaluation 
Determinations of technical impracticability are made by EPA based on site-specific information evalu -
ated when reviewing restoration potential (see step 4.1 ). The nvaluation documents the results of this 
evaluation. The nvaluation generally should include the following components: (1) specificARARs 
(e.g., media cleanup levels) for which Tl waiver determinations are sought, (2) spatial area over which the 
Tl waiver decision will apply, (3) current CSM, (4) the results of the evaluation of restoration potential of 
the site, (5) estimates of the costs of the existing remedy and proposed alternative remedial strategy, and 
(6) any additional information EPA deems necessary. "A Tl decision [including the alternative remedial 
strategy], must be incorporated into a Superfund ROD or be incorporated into a modification or amendment 
to an original document" (Ref. 13, p. 23). A modificationto a signed ROD invoking a Tl ARAR waiver 
generally is accomplished through a ROD amendment, si nee an ARAR waiver usually constitutes a funda­
mental change in the remedy. In addition to the Tl waiver, the decision document should incorporate all 
components of the alternative remedial strategy (see step 1.3). 

Site completion activities are typically initiated when RAOs (either 
the original restoration RAOs or modifiedRAOs) and associated 
cleanup levels have been attained. The siteompletion step typi­
cally involves: (5.1) site completion activities. 

5.1 Site completion steps 
The sit~ypically is eligible for site completion when all remedial 
actions have been implemented and all site completion criteria 
are met. Generally, this means that "all remedial decision docu­
ments have been completed and selected remedy is consistent with 
CERCLA, the NCP, and EPA policy and guidance; all response 
actions have been completed and appropriately documented in the site file;and all institutional controls are in 
place" (Ref. 22, p. 4-1 ). Site completion typically is documented through a finalclose out report (FCOR) 
(Ref. 22, p. 4-5 - 4-6). 

The sitmay also be deleted from the NPL either in whole or in part aftersite completion. Deletion from 
the NPL is accomplished through EPA notice and rule-making; the proposed deletion notice is published 
in the Federal Register for public comment, public comment is addressed, and if appropriate, a final notice 
of deletion is published in the Federal Register (Ref. 22, p. 5-1 - 5-7). 

Thi§roundwater road map fact sheet summarizes some of the key recommended steps and factors to 
consider when selecting a groundwater restoration remedy; designing, constructing, and initiating the 
remedy; operating, monitoring, evaluating, and optimizing the remedy; modifying the remedy, as appro­
priate; and documenting completion of the site response actions. The roadnap is intended to be a quick 
reference for RPMs and other site managers of groundwater restoration remedies, and provides a broad 
overview of the recommended Superfund cleanup process; it does not modify or supersede any existing 
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Agency guidance. The lawsregulations, policy documents, and technical guidance cited in the fact sheet 
and listed below should be consulted to obtain additional information and details about each step and 
factors to consider in the process. 

Reference 1: EPA,Superfund Remedy Report,13th Edition. EPA-542-R-10-004. September 2010. 

Reference 2: EPA Summary of Key Existing EPA CERCLA Policies for Groundwater Restoration. 
June 2009. OSW ER Di re ct i ve No. 9 283 .1-3 3. ::lt.:Lt'."lL §.Q .. rLlJJ2 .. Jl(§QJ1.fJI!:tJIJ(;JL!J.1~£JJl!J.lJ;.1:1ni:ns1ldl£lL~t:;lll.ld.QQ;§L ..... 

Reference 3: National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 Code of Federal 
Reg u I at i 0 ns (CF R) Sect i 0 n 300 .430 (a) ( 1 ) ( i i i ) ( F). r11u1LL§ gg5;:±s§l,f!£~(~§§§QQ.(Q,£JJi'lLf:.IJC. ... 1;1J.':.1.:1LLJJJ.L~m.L ... 

Reference 4: EPA Presumptive Response Strategy and Ex-Situ Treatment Technologies for Contaminated 
Groundwater at CERCLA Sites. October 1996. OSWER Directive No. 9283.1-12 .. :! . .! .. .!.x .. xx. ..•. ;,, . .,~Lsd ..•• ~i.,.L!.L .. "·"·~':.;,, .. ! ........ . 

Reference 5: EPA A Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other 
Remedy Selection Decision Documents. July 1999. OSWER Directive No. 9200.1-23P . .x •. z .••. r.x •.. x.x .••. •·"··''' .. '"··•·"5··''···'··'"··· 

Reference 6: EPA Use of Monitored Natural Attenuation at Superfund, RCRA Corrective Action, and 
Underground Storage Tank Sites. April 1999. OSWER Directive No. 9200.4-17P .. xY ... t.x ... x.x ...•. ;,,.i,; . .:"····;;;J.: .. :...Y.t. .. ~."··.:1,,: •• :d. ... ! ... t. .... 

Reference 7: EPA Guidance for Conducting Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Studies Under 
CERCLA October 1988. OSWER Directive No. 9355.3-01. :x.± .. u . .v .. u.Y ...• sz •. ~c.1A ..•• 1c::cL.s.1'""s:.M.~.,yz.J ..• LblLJ.L11 ... 1:::.1:d.i..1..:.1:;1.L.1..Yi.1.i...1.S£:,t;1.L. •..•• 

Reference 8: EPA Superfund Community Involvement Handbook. April 2005. EPA540-K-01-003. 

Reference 9: National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 Code of Federal 
Reg u I a ti on s (CF R) Section 300 .430 ( d) ( 2) ( i ) . tltl!LLL§ gr,1r,;:.KfJ1 •. £H~.QfJ§§, 1gt1(;;i,g.~;;~lL~;t1c_.2\KJ.;2LJ.tJJ~ttIL 

Reference 10: National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations ( CFR) Section 300.430( d)(3 ) .. m.U2..LL!~!J~1!:;:,!s§J;£1~:;§§§ .... QQ.1;;u;J;1\LLf;lL£;JJQ;~LHJ.11trL ..... 

Reference 11: National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 300.430(e)(4). nm:2;LLsz\dS:ll~K§.1;.s:I!;;\;£§§,gt1i;1.gi;;1::L~;;lLf;J)Q;2LJJJL\1HL ..... . 

Reference 12: Preamble to the National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan Final 
Rule. 55 FR 8666. March 8, 1990. ::lt.:L~'."lL§RrLflJ2.::tL§QJ;1.fJitl.JO!J!J2.!2.!JQYLI§J:IJ.s.~!YL§[I§Ir1§~JYL~2·gJ:§LIJ~IIJ2C§.:: ....... . 

EPAPAV0102600 



Reference 13: EPA. Guidance for Evaluating Technical Impracticability of Ground-Water Restoration. 
Se pte mbe r 199 3. OSW ER Di re ct i ve No. 92 34 .2-2 5. ::llf..:£1/.lf.lf..§.Q.fL.!J~;2~i.l£Hdl~2§JJ:tJn1JLJ11;;siJl!!L.f~.1QJ1CD!;1QLSlLLll!JlQQr;;§L ..... 

Reference 14: National Oil and Hazardous Substances Pollution Contingency Plan, 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations ( CFR) Section 300.430(f)(5 )(i ). .m.u2 .. LL!~Q~£1r,:,!s§JLi;JQ1;§§§ ... 9Q.1;;u1r:1.Y.Lf~IL.~;'. 1:2\21.Um1m.IL ..... . 

Reference 15: EPA. Remedial Design/Remedial Action Handbook. June 1995. OSWER Directive No. 
93 55. 0-04 B. Y:L:£1J.. .. :1lt.J?It!? m'!.YLP::b!.~2f2Jc.tkm gLJ:;J .. s:.si.ni2QLJ:~;trnt1QQK.nJ ...... m 

Reference 16: EPA. Elements for EffectiveManagement of Operating Pump and Treats Systems. December 
2002. OSW ER Di re ct i ve No. 9 355 .4-2 7 FS-A. ":l'i.'L\f...ll\f.. ... §.JQ.sL9.Q:!LUQLQr2:1J..1tIJIQ1 §C:~L.rnn:lslC.U .. rn§L!I!Q1§[ti;l 1QlQQL. 

Reference 17: EPA. Cost-Effective Design of Pump and Treat Systems. April 2005. OSWER Directive No. 
9283 .1-20 FS. :£flf..V:l1L§ti£L~l1;·;J/.L§ib!Q§.J.J]J.l1QLJ;;J.§g[}klR1l.Q(Q;1!QJ.Q(l.§l£k1Ja1.rmLt2l£11§§!.9.0JIIU ....... · 

Reference 18: EPA. Value Engineering for Fund-Financed Remedial Design. April 2006. OSWER 

Di re ct i ve No. 93 35. 5-2 4. ..: ... : ............ : .. : ... 1.:: ... ., ......... ,,,.1:::1 ..... 1.: .... 1:..111:"'1 .. ,, ... 1 ... 1 ... :1: .. 1 ••••••• 1.: .•. 11.1 .. ••·"·1 ... :.:::.:.+••·······'"···'" ... 1 .. :::: ..... 1 ... ::::.1 ..... 11.1 .......... ::..: .•. 1 ••• 1.1:: .. 1 .• : ... 1.:1 ........... :11 .• 1 ......... • 

Reference 19: EPA. Guidance for Monitoring at Hazardous Waste Sites: Framework for Monitoring Plan 
Development and Implementation. January 2004. OSWER Directive No. 9355.4-28 .. :%.Y.±Y •. YY ... EliL.!l. •. l:l~.LYL. 

Reference 20: EPA. Action Plan for Ground Water Remedy Optimization. August 2004. OSWER Directive 
N 0. 9 283 .1-25. '.l/.l/..\f..l/..\f..\f..,§JQ£L9.QY.L§t,JJ21§It~1t[l.lj.LJ;;LQ£!J1kU2Lt2J.:!§l(;rm.2.tn.JI~!JQ!JLQ!;~lH2ILr;!1~.n ... Jf;l;Jt ....... 

Reference 21: EPA. A Systematic Approach for Evaluation of Capture Zones at Pump and Treat Systems. 
January 2 008. E p A 600-R-08-003. ::LLY:.:l.l/l,QJ~2i:l.s;IL2Y.LnrIDIILtt.~L.tt§/J2'rJ...Clfi:QJ;l..Cl.QJ~LJ2QQIBQl~Q,l;2 ..•. Q.~tL ..... · 

Reference 22: EPA. Closeout Procedures for National Priorities List Sites. May 2011. OSWER Directive 
N 0. 9 320 .2-22. ::l\l.'.%'./.'i/ll,£l.J:i!t5JQ\:! .. L~!~112s!J:fbL!'1rlL!Lrn~!Hlfl]§llJJ2U1f.§l!~.lJ2 .. ~'SlJ2.t"!Ut2tUL.2J~JJ..1JIJJ~l12nr.sL ........•. r2!Jf. 

Reference 23: EPA. Superfund Reform Strategy, Implementation Memorandum: Optimization of Fund­
lead Groundwater Pump and Treat(P&T) Systems. October 2000. OSWER Directive No. 9283.1-13. 

Reference 24: EPA. Comprehensive Five-Year Review Guidance. June 2001. OSWER Directive No. 9355.7-
03 B-P. ::ll/..:\l\l.:1(\l,£1£J£Lgs;1~;1L§J,JQ~I.f!J.rnJlL;;lrz.£l.I1.l"!t:!LJ?.\2.J~tr.~;1mJ;rnJ~!H2nU~Y...IJLt ... m. 

Reference 26: EPA. Guidance on Remedial Actions for Contaminated Ground Water at Superfund Sites. 
December 1988. osw ER Di re ct i ve No. 9 382 .1-2. Yi...:£\l)L\f...§t;?Q,!J.~2:Ll§YJ2£1Ilt .. YJ11;;u121::!J1~iY .. LHzlI!§IQY..L Q;JJ.§L~.1:±!.lrr.:: ....... . 

Reference 27: EPA. Considerations in Ground Water Remediation at Superfund Sites. October 1989. 
OSWER Directive No. 9355.4-03. 1..1...1.ii:c..d .. L.1.J.E.ld.s..;;1.. •. E.~L:ii.,.:;~.1,L .. ~· 

EPAPAV0102601 



Laws, Regulations, and General Superfund Program 
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act or 1980, as amended by the 

Su pe rf u n d Amendments and Reau tho ri za ti on Act of 1986. xY.L~.!.Y •. :.S?.1::.r:.:.::1.:.r.:tLs:~.rJb,dd.LUd .. u.:jdLJ:~.:,11.Lz:!iLu •• L::d.::z.cc~.,.Lu, .... Lu.· 

EPA Superfund Implementation Manual (SPI M) for current fiscalyear. :{l!'.:iJLl!'.:lJ?!!Jl:L~!.~J.2·a .. .:~..1J.1,;1.s: • .LLIJL!!JLs;t1,;1;1m1.L .. 

Remedial Investigation and Feasibility Study 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manual: Interim 

Fi n a I, Pa rt I. August 1988. E P Al 5401G-89/006. \tL:i!Y!!~JQ§JJJ2.\fl§YQ§ItloLOQL.!1§JlJ1tl.l Qt:2JJ.ID§.'gH2L9.YY.JJQJ:§>L ..... 

EPAARAR Q'sand A's-General Policy, RCRA, CWA,SDWAJuly 1991. OSWER Directive No. 9234.2-01 
FS. Yi..:£:1..lt:L§J2£l\;IQ .. ::1.Lfl.!::.!.Q.§:J::Jt~:H19!L.11!2.slllt:!LJ:::!;(.r1.trlS1QJilLgy\l.QQr;:§L<J.rn .. rnJ1L .. n1 

EPA Getting Ready - Scoping the Rl/FS. November 1989. OSWER Directive No. 9355.3-01 FS1. 

EPA Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund, Volume 1 Human Health Evaluation Manual Parts A, B, C, 
D, E, F, and Part. Vol. Ill Part A December 1989. it..¥..Y:.l.Y.:l .. , .. !2.QlUJl;1:::1l~l§\t:1.§ILIJ§lsil§~§§§§:n1!2L!1;L1:9gg;. .. £J... 

EPA ARARs Q's& A's: Compliance with New SDWANational Primary Drinking Water Regulations for 
Organic and Inorganic Chemicals. August 1991. OSWER Directive No. 9234.2-15/FS. 

EPA Ecological Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund: Process for Designing and Conducting 
Ecological Risk Assessments -Interim Final. June 1997. OSWER Directive No. 9285.7-25. 

EPA Guidance for Quality Assurance Project Plans (QA/G-5). December 2002. EPA/240/R-02/009. 

EPA Guidance on Choosing a Sampling Design for Environmental Data Collection (QA/G-5S). December 
2002. E P Al 2 401R-02/ 005. ::£:1.:tY;~~ ... S:.!2!LQ.<1::£L~ltd.!HJJY.LQ.§::~l'l(.;§Ll]~;i::.!IIliIL~;1QL. 

EPA Data Quality Assessment: A Reviewer's Guide. (QA/G-9R). February 2006. EPA/240/B-06/002. 

EPA Data Quality Assessment: Statistical Tools for Practitioners (QA/G-9S). February 2006. 
E P A/2 40/ B-06/ 003. ::lY..:±Y.:~t.,.§J:1.!L9(,1.Y.L~ltd.£HL!Y.L:Ct§.:.Q!JJQ§L!152ii:.!.IEl..9JJ:11!lL ... 

EPA Guidance on Systematic Planning using the Data Quality Objectives Process (QA/G-4). February 
2006. E P Al 2 401B-06/001. •Yt..•it .• Y! §[;)1LgQY.L!J.tdil!.J.!Y.LQ.§::~!QQ§[Q.:l:.:.t.LD..sl!Q~dtm. 

EPA Systematic Planning: A Case Study for Hazardous Waste Site Investigations (QA/CS-1 ). February 
2006. E p Al 2 401B-06/004. ::,~!.YJl.~!.J~.1201gma .. ~ltJ§!HY.L~l.§::~lQJ,;§Lf,::§§:.§§1L,JQ!)flI.!10HQ~tL .... · 

EPA The RolIDf CSGWPPs in EPA Remediation Programs. April 1997. OSWER Directive No. 9283.1-09. 

EPAPAV0102602 



EPA. Guidelines for Ground-Water Classification Under the EPA Ground-Water Protection Strategy. 
No ve mbe r 1986. E p Al 440 / 6-86-007. Y:L.:£Y.:1LY.,§.Q.£L.lmY11 §YI!£1If.!JJl~dL!1§ .. §l..!.ll:!Lf;;QDDJ.$!.tlL~lLQ.Y.Y.QQQ;§LI!QJ:§L ..... 

Remedy Selection 
EPA. Rules of ThumlJor Superfund Remedy Selection. August 1997. OSWER Directive No. 9355.0-69. 

Remedial Design and Remedial Action 
EPA. Superfund Reforms: Updating Remedy Decisions. September 1996. OSWER Directive No. 9200.0-22. 

EPA. Guidance on Expediting Remedial Design and Remedial Action. August 1990. OSWER Directive No. 
9355. 5-02. ::Y.Y..:lY..:tLJJ.t2£!Jl~?:a§?JJ.Q .. s'IIJJJ'.1QLf.;[J;)gJ:m~2i.H~I.iL.m .... r:o.. 

EPA. Guidance for Scoping the Remedial Design. March 1995. OSWER Directive No. 9355.0-43. 

Operation and Maintenance 
EPA. Methods for Monitoring Pump-and-Treat Performance. June 1994. EPA/600/R-94/123. 

EPA. Operation and Maintenance in the Superfund Program. May 2001. OSWER Directive No. 9200.1-
3 7 FS. ::lY..:lY..1ll §J;1£L9I!.YLfAJJ2£1I1Y.rn;Ur;Ji~.Sl.nLmLJ2.Q§!f.;££!J§\[L!I;U.m.lLm2.!~fillsLJJ..L ... m. 

EPA. Superfund Post Construction Completion Activities. June 2001. OSWER Directive No. 9355.0-80FS. 

EPA. Transfer of Long-Term Response Action (L TRA) Projects to States. July 2003. OSWER 9355.0-81 FS. 

EPA. Performance Monitoring of MNA Remedies for VOCs in Ground Water.April 2004. 
E p Al 600 /R-4/ 0 27. :lY..!~.'.!'!,§J2s:UlQ~\IL!1m]:IJLtl.~JJJ.§{gfJJJ8Q;~J12.:Ut1\) Q8£l.'±.Q~:.L.Q1QL . 

EPA. O&M Report Template for Groundwater Remedies (With Emphasis on Pump-and-Treat Systems). 
Ap ri I 2005. OSW ER Di re ct i ve No. 928 3 .1-22 FS. ::LJ:Y.l:~,§ Qilll\2:Y.L§YIQ.§I1!JJ.Il';;!.LJ;f:§£1E! .. tJ.Q1'..Q.S::!.l~lQQ1D§lHJI;!JJ1(1L .. 

EPA. Policy on Recalculating the Long-Term Response Action (L TRA) Ten-YearTime Period. June 2006. 

0 SW ER Di re ct i ve No . 9 3 5 5 .1-1 09. .:tY ... xY .. :t.L.21,::::b::~.~"L.~.,!.:?.S:u,:s:u HU.)cJ.! •.. ~:.! .. sL.\:LU.~:J.btL.hL~::.i1.~:,t:,d.t.1~«.s .. i. •.• ,,!.:,t.~L~::Lt..!L! ... u ..• £? •. :.x..t.L ... .Lu .. 

EPA. Recommended Annual O&M/Remedy Evaluation Checklist. April 2008. OSWER Directive No. 
9355. 0-8 7. ::Y.Y.:£Y.;~Y.,§J2fLQ~lJ/LsHJQ§l.rJ.IJJ1~1l.£;J§f!J11JQ,l.11Q .. f~tQf2r1J.~lilJJ;;11J1CJ.L.1UJ§I91§ .. ,.nt.JJ1 

Five Year Reviews 
EPA. Five-Year Review Process in the Superfund Program. April 2003. OSWER Directive No. 9355.7-08FS. 

EPAPAV0102603 



EPA TSP Issue Papers: ::~fYYlzY,fd.QfL..g~;i.\,'.l!Ls2Ll§rius!fi!YsLJJl.m 

CI ea nu p I nf o rma ti on: ~~.Y~.Y.~ .. ,.;,,:.t .. ~ .. :::.t.r. . .L:~::::.i .•... ~. 

EPA Ground Water and Ecosystems Restoration Research: .~.~ .. :L~ .. :LL.Ei'.JcL£L .. ~.:,:: ... i:Lf!>:L£!. 

Tri ad : ·'··'····'··'···.,·'··'···''·'···'·"'···''··"·''·).··'··''·'···"''·'·"""·.:.···"·· 

The followingfofinitionsare used for purposes of this guidance: 

An ARAR is a requirement under other 
environmental laws that is either applicable or relevant and appropriate to the remedial action under 
CERCLA. Applicable requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control, and other substan­
tive requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal environmental or state environ­
mental or facility siting laws that specifically address a hazardous substance, pollutant, contaminant, 
remedial action, location, or other circumstance found at a CERCLA site. Only those state standards that 
are identifiedby a state in a timely manner and that are more stringent than federal requirements may 
be applicable. Relevant and appropriate requirements are those cleanup standards, standards of control, 
and other substantive requirements, criteria, or limitations promulgated under federal environmental or 
state environmental or facility siting laws that, while not "applicable" to a hazardous substance, pollutant, 
contaminant, remedial action, location, or other circumstance at a CERCLA site, address problems or 
situations sufficientl~imilar to those encountered at the CERCLA site that their use is well suited to the 
particular site. Only those state standards that are identifiedby a state in a timely manner and that are 
more stringent than federal requirements may be relevant and appropriate. ARARs must be attained (or 
waived) for hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants remaining on-site at the completion of the 
remedial action [NCP, 40 CFR 300.5]. 

The areanf attainment/point of compliance for achieving 
groundwater cleanup levels is generally expected throughout the contaminated plume or, at and beyond 
the edge of the waste management area, when waste is leftin place [55 FR 8753 (March 8, 1990)]. 

Beneficial future uses of groundwater are determined based on EPA'sgroundwater 
classificationsystem or on an EPA-approved Comprehensive State Groundwater Protection Program. 
Beneficial use is defined by the groundwater's actual use, potential use, vulnerability, ability to be replaced, 
ecological value, yield, and total dissolved solids levels [EPA, Guidelines for Ground-Water Classification, 
1986 DraftFederal Guidelines]. In accordance with the NCP, EPA expects to return usable groundwaters 
to their beneficial uses wherever practicable, within a timeframe that is reasonable given the particular 
circumstances of the site [NCP,40 CFR 300.430(a)(1)(iii)(F)]. 

Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980, as 
amended by the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (several other times thereafter) 
that authorizes the assessment and cleanup of hazardous substances, pollutants, or contaminants that have 
been released into the environment. 
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Final cleanup levels establish acceptable contaminant-specificexposure levels that are 
protective of human health and the environment. TheYJre not formally determined until the site remedy 
is ready to be selected and are established in the ROD. In the ROD, it is preferable to use the term "reme­
diation level" or "cleanup level" rather than "remediation goal" in order to make clear that the Selected 
Remedy establishes binding requirements [EPA, A Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records 
of Decision, and Other Remedy Selection Decision Documents, July 1999]. 

a three-dimensional "picture" of site conditions that illustrates con­
taminant sources, release mechanisms, exposure pathways, migration routes, and potential human and 
ecological receptors. The CSl\Alocuments current and potential future site conditions and is supported by 
text, tables, maps, cross sections, 3D visualizations, and site diagrams that illustrate what is known about 
human and environmental exposure through contaminant release and migration to potential receptors. 
The CSMs initially developed during the scoping phase of the Rl/FS and should be modified as additional 
information becomes available. A graphical depiction of the CSM may be appropriate to include in the 
ROD as it provides a good presentation of the overall site conditions and basis for taking an action, and 
can be referenced when discussing the overall site management strategy and the specificremedial action 
objectives addressed by the Selected Remedy. [EPA, A Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, 
Records of Decision, and Other Remedy Selection Decision Documents, July 1999]. 

A Superfund program milestone that indicates that all physical construction 
of all cleanup actions for a site are complete, including actions to address all immediate threats and to 
bring all long-term threats under control [EPA, Closeout Procedures for National Priorities List Sites, May 
2011]. 

The removabf a site from the NPL, in accordance with NCP Section 300.425(e), 
where it is determined that no response or no further response is appropriate [EPA, Closeout Procedures 
for National Priorities List Sites, May 2011]. 

The ESO:locuments significantchanges to a component 
of a remedy. The ESOnust comply with CERCLA Section 117(c) and NCP Sections 300.435(c)(2)(i) 
and 300.825(a)(2). An ESD must describe to the public the nature of the significantchanges, summarize 
the information that led to making the changes, and affirrrbhat the revised remedy complies with the 
NCP and the statutory requirements of CERCLA. It is recommended that the ESD provide a side-by-side 
comparison of the original and proposed remedy components to clearly display the significantdifferences 
[EPA, A Guide to Preparing Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other Remedy Selection 
Decision Documents, July 1999]. 

FS means a study undertaken by the lead agency to develop and evaluate options 
for remedial action. The F~mphasizes data analysis and is generally performed concurrently and in an 
interactive fashion with the remedial investigation (RI), using data gathered during the RI. The Rl:lata 
are used to define the objectives of the response action, to develop remedial action alternatives, and to 
undertake an initial screening and detailed analysis of the alternatives. The terralso refers to a report that 
describes the results of the study [NCP, 40 CFR 300.5]. 
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The FCOR:locuments site completion. The FCORlocuments compli 
ance with statutory requirements and provides a consolidated record of all removal and remedial activities 
for the entire site. [EPA, Closeout Procedures for National Priorities List Sites, May 2011]. 

Five-year reviews generally are required by CERCLA or program policy when haz­
ardous substances remain on site above levels which allow for unrestricted use and unlimited exposure. 
Five-year reviews provide an opportunity to evaluate the implementation and performance of a remedy to 
determine whether it remains protective of human health and the environment. Generally, reviews are per­
formed fiveyears following the initiation of a CERCLA response action, and are repeated every fiveyears 
so long as future uses remain restricted. Five-year reviews can be performed by EPA or the lead agency for 
a site, but EPA retains responsibility for determining the protectiveness of the remedy [EPA, Superfund 
Post Construction Completion Activities, June 2001]. 

tre:~tment svs1tems: In situ treatment remedies for groundwater restoration could include chemi­
cal oxidation, other types of chemical treatment, biological treatment, thermal treatment (using steam 
or other heating methods), air spargi ng, permeable reactive barriers and other similar technologies. In 
situ treatment remedies for groundwater typically involve adding treatment agents to the subsurface. 
Treatment agents could include chemical agents (e.g., oxidants or surfactants); agents to facilitate micro­
biological activity; heating agents (e.g., steam, or electric current); physical reactants (such as zero valent 
iron, oxygen or air); or other agents [EPA, Closeout Procedures for National Priorities List Sites, May 
2011]. 

L TMO refers to effortsto improve the cost-effectiveness 
of long-term monitoring by assuring that monitoring achieves its objectives with an appropriate level of 
effort[USACE, Roadmap to Long-Term Monitoring Optimization, May 2005]. 

LR is the name for the specifictype of O&M performed by PRPs for ground -
water or surface water restoration remedies. EPA uses the term "PRP LR" for tracking and reporting 
purposes [EPA, Closeout Procedures for National Priorities List Sites, May 2011]. 

L TRA is the Fund-financed operation of groundwater and surface 
water restoration measures, including monitored natural attenuation, for fi rst10 years of operation fol -
lowing the O&F determination or until cleanup levels are achieved, whichever is earlier [EPA, Closeout 
Procedures for National Priorities List Sites, May 2011]. 

MCLs are enforceable standards established under the Safe Drinking 
Water Act which apply to specified contaminants which EPA has determined have an adverse effecton 
human health. MCLs are set at levels that are protective of human health, and are set as close to MCLGs as 
is feasible taking into account available treatment technologies and the costs to large public water systems. 
CERCLA and the NCP establish MCLs as relevant and appropriate to contaminated groundwater that is or 
may be used as drinking water [EPA, CERCLA Compliance with Other Laws Manual, August 1988]. 

MCLGs are strictly health-based levels established under the Safe 
Drinking Water Act and do not take cost or feasibility into account. MCLGs for carcinogenic compounds 
are always established at zero, which is an unachievable cleanup level. Thereforei,n accordance with 
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CERCLA and the NCP, only non-zero MCLGs are considered relevant and appropriate to contaminated 
groundwater that is or may be used as drinking water. When both an MCL and non-zero MCLG exist for 
a contaminant, generally the lower of the two levels is used as the groundwater ARAR [EPA, CERCLA 
Compliance with Other Laws Manual, August 1988]. 

Physical or biological processes (unassisted by human interven­
tion) that effectivelyreduce contaminant concentrations such that remedial objectives in the contaminant 
plume (or certain portions of the plume) may be achieved in a reasonable timeframe without active 
remediation [EPA, Guidance for Evaluating Technical Impracticability of Ground-Water Restoration, 
September 1993]. 

The NClfs applicable to 
response actions taken pursuant to the authorities under CERCLA and section 311 of the Clean Water Act. 
It provides the organization structure and procedures for preparing for and responding to discharges of oil 
and releases of hazardous substances, pollutants, and contaminants [NCP,40 CFR 300.1 and 300.2]. 

The NPlrneans the list, compiled by EPA pursuant to CERCLA section 
105, of uncontrolled hazardous substance releases in the United States that are priorities for long-term 
remedial evaluation and response [NCP, 40 CFR 300.5]. 

Operable unit means a discrete action that comprises an incremental step toward 
comprehensively addressing site problems. Thisliscrete portion of a remedial response manages migra -
tion, or eliminates or mitigates a release, threat of a release, or pathway of exposure. The cleanupof a site 
can be divided into a number of operable units, depending on the complexity of the problems associated 
with the site. Operable units may address geographical portions of a site, specificsite problems, or initial 
phases of an action, or may consist of any set of actions performed over time or any actions that are 
concurrent but located in differentparts of a site [NCP, 40 CFR 300.5] . 

OPS is a determination, similar to O&F, that is sometimes 
made at federal facility projects for purposes of property transfer under CERCLA Section 120(h)3(B) 
[EPA, Closeout Procedures for National Priorities List Sites, May 2011]. 

O&F activities are generally conducted afterphysical construction of 
the remedy is complete to ensure that it is functioning properly and operating as designed. O&F determi­
nations are generally made for containment remedies (all media), as well as groundwater and surface water 
restoration remedies (including monitored natural attenuation). A remedy becomes O&F either one year 
afterconstruction is complete, or when the remedy is determined to be functioning properly and is per -
forming as designed, whichever is earlier. For groundwater P& T systems, the O&F determination marks 
the beginning of the L TRA period [EPA, Closeout Procedures for National Priorities List Sites, May 2011]. 

O&M means measures required to maintain the effectivenessof 
response actions. O&M are the activities required to maintain the effectivenessand integrity of the remedy, 
and, in the case of Fund-financed measures to restore groundwater or surface water, continued operation 
of such measures beyond the L TRA period until cleanup levels are achieved [EPA, Closeout Procedures for 
National Priorities List Sites, May 2011]. 

EPAPAV0102607 



Effortsto improve the performance and/or reduce the annual operating cost of groundwater 
remediation systems [EPA, Superfund Post Construction Completion Activities, June 2001]. 

The reporthat documents that construction completion has 
been achieved. It is prepared when the finaloperable unit for a site achieves construction completion but 
finalcleanup goals have not yet been achieved [EPA, Closeout Procedures for National Priorities List Sites, 
May2011]. 

svsten1s): Groundwater remedies consisting of groundwater extraction, 
above ground treatment, disposal of treated water, groundwater monitoring in the subsurface to determine 
if cleanup levels are decreasing or have been achieved, and process monitoring of the treatment plant 
[EPA, Elements for Effective Management of Operating Pump and Treats Systems. December 2002]. 

A reasonable timeframe for restoring groundwater to beneficial use depends 
on the particular circumstances of the site and the restoration method employed. The mostlppropriate 
timeframe generally is determined through an analysis of alternatives. The NCFalso specifiesthat: "For 
groundwater response actions, the lead agency shall develop a limited number of remedial alternatives that 
attain site-specificremediation levels within differentrestoration periods utilizing one or more different 
technologies." Thu~ comparison of restoration alternatives from most aggressive to passive (i.e., natural 
attenuation) will provide information concerning the approximate range of time periods needed to attain 
groundwater cleanup levels. Although restoration timeframe is an important consideration, no single time 
period can be specified which would be considered excessively long for all site conditions [EPA, Guidance 
for Evaluating Technical Impracticability of Ground-Water Restoration, September 1993]. 

The ROOs the decision document issued by the lead agency that selects a 
remedial action and documents the basis for that selection. The RO()locuments the remedial action plan 
for a site or operable unit and serves the following three basic functions: (1) it certifiesthat the remedy se -
lection process was carried out in accordance with CERCLA and, to the extent practicable, with the NCP; 
(2) it describes the technical parameters of the remedy, specifying the methods selected to protect human 
health and the environment including treatment, engineering, and institutional controls components, as 
well as cleanup levels; and (3) it provides the public with a consolidated summary of information about 
the site and the chosen remedy, including the rationale behind the selection [EPA, A Guide to Preparing 
Superfund Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other Remedy Selection Decision Documents, July 
1999]. 

RA means those actions consistent with permanent remedy taken instead of, or in 
addition to, removal action in the event of a release or threatened release of a hazardous substance into the 
environment, to prevent or minimize the release of hazardous substances so that they do not migrate to 
cause substantial danger to present or future public health and welfare, or the environment [NCP, 40 CFR 
300.5]. 

RAOs provide a general description of what the cleanup will accom­
plish (e.g., restoration of groundwater to drinking water levels). [EPA, A Guide to Preparing Superfund 
Proposed Plans, Records of Decision, and Other Remedy Selection Decision Documents, July 1999]. 
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RD means the technical analysis and procedures which follow the selection of 
remedy for a site and result in a detailed set of plans and specificationsfor implementation of the remedial 
action [NCP,40 CFR 300.5]. 

The Rls a process undertaken by the lead agency to determine the nature 
and extent of the problem presented by the release. The R~mphasizes data collection and site character -
ization, and is generally performed concurrently and in an interactive fashion with the feasibility study. 
The Rlncludes sampling and monitoring, as necessary, and includes the gathering of sufficientnforma 
tion to determine the necessity for remedial action and to support the evaluation of remedial alternatives 
[NCP,40 CFR 300.5]. 

Reduction of contaminant concentrations to levels required under Superfund or RCRA 
Corrective Action programs. For groundwater currently or potentially used for drinking water purposes, 
these levels may be MCLs or non-zero MCLGs established under the SOWA; State MCLs or other cleanup 
requirements; or risk-based levels for compounds not covered by specificState of Federal MCLs or 
MCLGs. Other cleanup levels may be appropriate for groundwaters used for non-drinking purposes [EPA, 
Guidance for Evaluating Technical Impracticability of Ground-Water Restoration, September 1993]. 

The ris!essessment is the evaluation of the human health and environmental risks 
presented by the release and potential release of hazardous substances from a site. The ris!essessment 
(1) provides an analysis of baseline risks and helps determine the need for action; (2) provides a basis for 
determining levels of chemicals that can remain on site and still be adequately protective of public health 
and the environment; (3) provides a basis for comparing potential health and environmental impacts of 
various remedial alternatives; and (4) provides a consistent process for evaluating and documenting public 
health and environmental threats [EPA, Risk Assessment Guidance For Superfund, Volume I, Part A: 
Human Health Evaluation Manual, Interim Final, March 1989]. 

Tl refers to an ARAR waiver authorized under CERCLA. The TINaiver 
is used when an ARAR specified in a ROD cannot be met because achieving the ARAR is technically 
impracticable from an engineering perspective. The TINaiver can be used to waive meeting groundwater 
restoration ARARs such as MCLs and non-zero MCLGs. Use of the term "engineering perspective" implies 
that a Tl determination should primarily focus on the technical capability of achieving the cleanup level, 
with cost playing a subordinate role. The preambl~o the March 8, 1990 NCP states that Tl determinations 
should be based on " ... engineering feasibility and reliability, with cost generally not a major factor unless 
compliance would be inordinately costly." [EPA, Guidance for Evaluating Technical Impracticability of 
Ground-Water Restoration, September 1993]. 
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